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ABSTRACT
Teacher Behavior Directed Toward Individual Studentsin Physical Education Classes: Perceived Student
Skill and Personaltiy as Variables
(May, 1979)
Fred M. Oien, B.S., South Dakota State University
M.S., South Dakota State University
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
Directed by: Horace Reed, Ed.D.
The purpose of this study was to describe the quality
and quantity of individualized teacher behaviors (ITBs) that
junior high school physical education teachers direct toward
their students and to determine the degree to which those
behaviors were related: (1) teacher peception of student
skill performance and (2) teacher perception of student
in-class personality. Subjects consisted of five teachers
and 316 seventh, eighth, and ninth grade students from ten
different classes (two classes for each teacher)
.
Procedure
The Individualized Teacher Behavior Analysis System
(ITBAS) was used to systematically collect and describe
eight categories of ITB: (1) accepts feelings, (2) praises,
Vll
Vlll
(3) accepts and uses ideas, (4) asks questions, (5) lec-
tures, (6) gives directions, (7) criticizes or justifies
authority, and (8) total iTBs. ITB data were collected dur-
ing three on-site observation sessions with each class. The
process of identifying both ITBAS category and student to
whom the ITB was directed was accomplished by assigning each
student a pre-coded uniform and having the observed teacher
wear a cordless microphone which transmitted to a VHF re-
ceiver.
Following all observations, ranking tasks were admin-
istered on two occasions to collect a consistent teacher
perception ranking (high, medium, or low) for student skill
and personality within each class.
Once the data were collected, descriptive statistical
analyses were performed on the data for all students, each
teacher, and each class. A second analysis (2 sample-median
test) was conducted to compare the distribution of ITBs to
both teacher perception variables (skill and personality)
.
Findings
For all students, 60% of the total ITB was lecturing,
less than 1% for both accepting feelings and accepting or
using ideas, 10% for each of the categories of praising,
asking questions, and giving directions, and 5% for criti-
cizing or justifying of authority.
IX
Data analyses for each teacher and each class revealed
that ITBs are often emitted at sharply different rates by
the same teacher in different classes. Some consistencies
prevailed, however, such as the uniformly high frequency
of teacher lecturing for all teachers and the infrequent
occurrence of behaviors related to accepting student feel-
ings and accepting or using student ideas.
An analysis of ITBs across the student population re-
vealed a clear pattern of uneven ITB distribution. Similar
analyses of the ITB distribution across students for each
teacher and for each class revealed that each of the five
teachers distribute ITBs unevenly, but not to the same de-
gree. Examination of the two classes taught by the same
teacher revealed that the pattern of uneven distribution to
students is quite similar in each class.
Analyses of the ITB distribution relative to teacher
ranked skill groups yielded 37 significant findings. In 31
instances, students ranked high had more ITBs and certain
ITBAS behaviors directed toward them than medium or low
ranked students. One teacher accounted for 21 of these 31
findings
.
Fewer significant differences (11) were found in the
analyses for personality group comparisons. In all but two
of these findings, students ranked low had more teacher
questions, directions, criticism and justifications, and
Xtotal ITBs directed toward them than medium or high ranked
students
.
Conclusions
Teachers in this study directed unequal quantities
and differing kinds of ITBs to the students in their
classes. ITB distributions differed from teacher to
teacher and for certain teachers from class to class. In
several cases, ITB distribution patterns were found to be
associated with the teacher's perception of student skill
or personality.
This study also demonstrated that ITB can be reliably
coded for all students in a physical education class and
that it can be done in a manner which produces little risk
of reactive effects.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Teaching has not been a popular target for research
in physical education. Prior to 1970, the relatively small
body of such research focused primarily on the relationship
between teaching "method" and product variables in the psy-
chomotor domain. This research, based on a pre/post treat-
ment experimental design, treated the gymnasium as a "black
box," closed to direct, systematic observation. As a con-
sequence, the variance in student learning due to influences
of context and teaching behavior remained unaccounted for
and a threat to the validity of every study.
This pattern of research in physical education is a
reflection of the wider, but little more productive effort
in education to identify the sources of teacher effective-
ness. As Duncan and Biddle (1974) conclude in a review of
this literature, research on teacher effectiveness has con-
tributed little to the understanding of teaching practices.
This failure can be attributed to the fact that earlier
studies of teaching 1) lacked a theoretical base, 2) did
not involve observation of teaching as it occured, 3) used
inadequate criteria for teaching effectiveness, and 4) were
not concerned with the contextual effects in which the study
2took place.
Recently, however, significant advances have been
made in the designs used for research on teaching. One of
the most important factors has been the development and use
of observation instruments for the study and analysis of
moment-to-rnoment classroom events. Through the use of ob-
servation instruments, teaching processes and classroom
settings could be analyzed, making it possible both to con-
firm experimental treatments and to account for any observ-
able event which might contribute to the variance in stu-
dent outcomes.
Observation instruments designed for research, super-
vision, and teacher training often focus on teacher-student
interactions, but only in the sense that teacher behaviors
are coded as interactions with the entire class. No attempt
is made to identify teacher behaviors directed toward indi-
vidual students. Examples of this tendency to treat all
teacher behaviors as uniformly and homogeneously directed
to all students are Flander's Interaction Analysis System
(FIAS)
,
Observation Schedule and Record Form No. 4 (OScAR
4V)
,
and the Florida Climate Control System (FLACCS) . Eth-
nographic examination of classrooms, however, has clearly
demonstrated that "life in classrooms" can differ greatly
for different students (Jackson, 1968)
.
3During a period of. intense interest in descriptive-
analytic research on teaching, there has been little in-
terest in observation instruments and technology designed
to identify individual students to which teacher behaviors
are directed. Only in the last ten years have standardized,
fully developed instruments been created to accumulate such
data, an example being the Brophy-Good; Teacher-Child Dy-
adic Interaction System (1969)
.
Development of the Brophy-Good system emerged from a
desire to examine questions which resulted from Rosenthal
and Jacobsen's work, Pygmalion in the Classroom (1968). In
order to examine the proposition that teacher expectations
function as "self-fulfilling" prophecies, an instrument was
needed to collect data on teacher-individual student inter-
actions (the means through which it was hypothesized that
teachers communicate their expectations to students)
.
Available observation instruments did not allow for such
coding and made necessary the development and standardiza-
tion of the first instrument to measure dyadic interactions
between teacher and student.
Neither the Brophy-Good system, nor others since de-
veloped, which focus on teacher-individual student inter-
actions, have been employed in the study of physical edu-
cation teaching. Like early classroom research, observa-
tion instruments developed to examine physical education
4teacher behaviors only allowed for the coding of behaviors
that teachers emit without discriminating which students
are the targets of those behaviors.
In order to examine differential treatment of stu-
dents in physical education classes, development and field
testing of an instrument to code teacher behaviors direct-
ed toward individual students has been undertaken by Dr.
George T. Lewis at the University of Massachusetts. This
instrument makes it possible to examine "life in the gym-
nasium" with a focus on the individual student.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to describe the qual-
ity and quantity of individualized teacher behaviors that
male and female Junior High school physical education
teachers direct toward their students and to determine the
degree to which those behaviors are related to;
(1) teacher perception of student skill perform-
ance
(2) teacher perception of student in-class per-
sonality .
5Programmatic Approach to Research
The present study was part of a wider programmatic
effort constituting the first large scale application of
the Lewis instrument (Individualized Teacher Behavior Anal-
ysis System--ITBAS) to gather descriptive data on individ-
ualized teacher behaviors in physical education classes.
In addition, variables which are associated with the dis-
tribution of teacher behaviors among individual students
were examined. To this end, two independent investigations
were conducted as parts of a larger, more inclusive and
cost-effective design.
The two studies employed a sample of coeducational
Junior High school physical education classes taught by
male and female teachers. In addition to sharing the sam-
ple population, some elements of the investigative proce-
dure, and instrumentation, the variables treated in the
two studies were arranged so that, when taken together,
they provide a composite picture which greatly exceeds the
scope of any single dissertation effort. To maintain this
composite effect for the reader, ALL variables have been
introduced in both dissertation documents. Each, however,
presents a complete review and development only for the
variables which serve as its primary focus. Thus, the pri-
mary focus for this study is teacher perception of student
6skill performance and teacher perception of student in-
class personality. The companion study focuses on student
gender and teacher perception of student class participa-
tion (Allard, 1979).
Rationale for the Study
Almost exclusively, studies which have focused on
teacher-student interactions have treated teacher behav-
iors without discriminating to which students they were
directed. By implication, all teacher behaviors were dis-
tributed with equal frequency and quality to all students
in the class. The few studies which have examined teacher
behaviors in relation to individual students, however,
have found significant differences in quality and quantity
of teacher-individual student interactions in the class-
room (Brophy, 1975)
.
The inherent nature of many teacher behaviors makes
it only reasonable that for some purposes, at least, the
unit of analysis for research on teaching be the individ-
ual student. Teacher behaviors, such as questioning,
teacher feedback (positive and negative) and managing mis-
behavior generally are directed to individual students.
Other teacher behaviors, such as recognizing raised hands
and soliciting volunteers also commonly lead to individu-
7alized teacher behaviors.
Teachers engage in substantial amounts of behavior
directed to individual students. Further, such individ-
ualized teacher behavior constitutes a substantial portion
of a student's experience in the gymnasium. Given these
facts, any analysis of teacher behavior which is to lead
to the improvement of teacher effectiveness, must take in-
to account this vital dimension of life as it naturally
occurs in the class setting. This is particularly true
if there is reason to believe that teacher behaviors are
not uniformly or appropriately distributed.
Even though relatively little research has focused
on the individual student, several successful attempts at
improving teacher-individual student interactions have
been made. Teachers, found to be unaware of their own
moment-to-moment teaching behaviors directed toward indi-
vidual students, have modified their individualized teach-
ing behavior when provided with information about their
interactions with individual students (Brophy and Good,
1974). Unprecedented in physical education, such infor-
mation about teacher-individual student interactions ap-
pears to have promise for the improvement of instruction
in gymnasiums.
8Selection of Student Variables
In selecting the variables employed in this and the
companion study, the intention was to identify student
ter i s tic s which might reasonably be thought to play
a major part in directing the teacher's distribution of in-
dividualized behavior. Both the literature on classroom
teacher behavior and the experience of the investigators
as physical education teachers were used in making the fi-
nal determination.
Four student characteristics were supported as poten-
tially significant variables by both a review of research
and personal experience: sex of the student and teacher
perception of student skill, personality, and class parti-
cipation. A discussion of these variables appears in the
"Review of Literature" section of each dissertation.
Definition of Terms
The Individualized Teacher Behavior Analysis System
(ITBAS) . The system is designed to record teacher behavior
directed toward individual students or sub-groups of stu-
dents in class populations. An adaptation of Flanders' In-
teraction Analysis System (FIAS) and Cheffers' Adaptation
of Flanders' Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS) , ITBAS
contains the following eight categories of teacher behavior
9(1) accepts feelings
(2) praises or encourages
(3) accepts or uses ideas
(4) asks questions
(5) lectures
(6) gives directions
(7) criticizes or justifies authority
(8) total individualized teacher behavior
The ITBAS system permits the recording of non-verbal
teacher behavior and separates teacher behavior into task
related and unrelated content categories. This system,
therefore, is capable of recording both verbal and non-
verbal teacher behavior, either related or unrelated to
content, directed toward individual students.
Teacher behavior . The seven teacher behavior categories
of (ITBAS)
.
Individualized teacher behavior . Verbal and non-verbal
teacher behavior directed toward one student.
Teacher perception . A teacher's impression or judgment of
a specific student as expressed in the relative position
assigned that student on the Teacher Ranking Task for each
variable
.
10
^acher Ranking Task
. An instrument developed and field-
tested by the investigators to measure teacher perception
of student skill performance, student participation, and
student in-class personality. The instrument is designed
to facilitate the task of ranking students into three di-
visions
.
Student in-class personality
. The relative position as-
signed to a student on a Teacher Ranking Task, using the
teacher s perception of a student's characteristics, atti-
tudes, and behaviors exhibited while attending class.
Student skill performance
. The relative position assigned
to a student on a Teacher Ranking Task, using the teacher's
perception of the individual student's present proficiency
in executing skills in the activity being taught.
Student participation . The relative position assigned to
a student on a Teacher Ranking Task, using the teacher's
perception of the student's typical degree of engagement
in class activity.
Delimitations
The study will be delimited by:
(1) The ITBAS observation instrument permits only
individualized teacher behaviors to be coded.
11
Further
, individualized behaviors are codedinto general categories, with no attempt to
provide more specific details. For example;
all types of teacher questions are coded into
one general category without attempting to
discriminate among various possible kinds of
questions (probing, high order, divergent,
etc
. ) .
(2) The two student variables (teacher percep-
tions of student skill performance and stu-
dent in-class personality) represent only a
small subset of the possible factors which
might affect individualized teacher behavior.
Limitations
It will not be appropriate to generalize from the re-
sults of this study to Junior High school teachers in other
contexts. The findings will be useful as a guide to fur-
ther investigation of the variables involved, further de-
velopment of the instrument employed, further study of sub-
ject populations, and further analysis of individualized
teacher behavior as a working construct for inquiry.
CHAPTER I I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Evidence clearly suggests that significant differ-
ences exist in teacher behavior directed toward individual
students in the classroom. This study investigated such
differential teacher treatment in physical education
classes. In addition, the relationship of teacher percep-
tion of student skill performance and student in-class
personality to individualized teacher behavior were ex-
amined. Recent research in classrooms suggest that these
two variables are related to differential treatment of
students
.
Individualized Teacher Behavior Analysis System (ITBAS)
In the past forty years, literally hundreds of obser-
vation instruments have been developed to describe and ana-
lyze the social-emotional climate of classrooms. At the
very heart of this research on teaching has been the de-
velopment of observation instruments which classify the
moment-to-moment interaction of behavior between teacher
and students. ITBAS, unlike most of these systems, was
designed to capture only that portion of a classroom's
social-emotional climate relative to teacher behaviors di-
12
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rected toward individual students. The following brief ac-
count puts ITBAS in the context of other interaction analy-
sis systems employed for research on teaching.
The seven categories of individualized teacher behav-
ior (ITB) employed in ITBAS are directly related to the
early work of Withall (1949). Withall's category system,
is best recognized as the seven categories of teacher talk
employed in Flanders' Interaction Analysis System—FIAS
(Flanders
, 1960)
.
One of the first applications of interaction analysis
techniques for research on teaching in physical education
was made by Kurth (1965) . Since that study, a variety of
FIAS adaptations have been made and used for analyzing and
describing physical education teacher-student interaction
(Cheffers, 1972; Rankin, 1975; Mancuso, 1972). Most pop-
ular of these has been Cheffers' Adaptation of FIAS
(CAFIAS)
. CAFIAS is an expanded version of FIAS which in-
cludes the FIAS verbal categories and, in addition, has
non-verbal categories, classroom situation codes, and con-
tent codes. Numerous studies (Cheffers and Mancini, 1978)
have employed CAFIAS to describe teacher-student interac-
tion and to measure effects CAFIAS training has on pre-
service teacher behavior. These studies as well as those
studies using FIAS in the classroom, report similar re-
sults. In most cases, teachers were found to lecture, give
14
information, and give directions with much higher frequency
than praise, acceptance of feelings and ideas, questions,
and criticism. These studies have consistently supported
the conclusion that teachers are direct and verbal in their
interactions with students, reflecting a more traditional
style of teaching (Flanders, 1970; Cheffers and Mancini,
1978)
.
ITBAS reflects both FIAS and CAFIAS features. The
categories and their respective codes are most similar to
FIAS, whereas the feature of non-verbal coding (in Flanders
notation) is derived from CAFIAS. In this respect, ITBAS
continues a tradition which emphasizes teacher-student in-
teraction with particular attention to the individual stu-
dent .
Student Skill Performance
It is easy to hypothesize that one important factor
related to differential treatment of students should prove
to be student achievement and teacher perception of student
achievement. This, in fact, has been confirmed in a number
of studies. For example, in observation of 19 teachers,
Hoehn (1954) found that high achievers received more promo-
tive and supportive teacher behaviors, whereas low achiev-
ing students were found to receive more teacher directing
and controlling behaviors. Low achievers received more in-
15
dividual teacher contacts. In a similar study, Thompson
(1949) found high achievers receiving more teacher praise
and low achievers more teacher disapproval behaviors.
The relation of individualized teacher behavior to
teacher perception of achievement also has been examined.
Horn (1914) examined 229 classrooms, asking each teacher to
divide their classes into quartiles according to achieve-
ment. Students in the top quartile were found to recite
40% more often than students in the low quartile. This
discrepancy between low and high quartiles also was found
to increase at higher grade levels.
Evidence to support this early work of Horn was found
in a study conducted by Good (1970) . Using first grade
classes, students were ranked by the teachers on student
achievement. Selected for intensive observation were the
four students ranked highest, four in the middle range, and
the four lowest students. Coding only teacher feedback
(positive and negative) and teacher-provided opportunities
for individual students to respond, it was found that
"highs" received more opportunities to respond and more
teacher feedback than "lows". Had competitive opportuni-
ties to respond (opportunities when any student is allowed
to respond) been included in the data, the highs would have
been favored to an even greater extent.
16
Differential treatment of high and low achievers also
was found in a study conducted by Kranz, Weber, and Fishell
(1970). Eleven teachers placed students into groups of
high, average, and low achievement levels. "Highs" received
more substantive behavior (teaching and learning the curric-
ulum) than did "averages". In all eleven classes "highs"
received more total teacher behavior than "averages" and in
ten of the eleven classes received more total teacher be-
havior than "lows".
Similar findings for teacher treatment of students
based on teacher perception of student achievement were
found in a study of four first grade classes (Brophy-Good
,
1970). It is important to note, however, that the degree
to which differential treatment of students occurred varied
among teachers.
Student achievement serves as a powerful influence on
teacher behavior. In particular, there is evidence that
high achievers receive more teacher behavior which facili-
tates learning, whereas low achievers tend to be targets of
teacher behavior to control and direct the student.
Research Hypotheses for Teacher Perception of Student Skill
Performance
Based on the review of the literature, the following
research hypotheses were proposed for teacher perception of
17
student skill performance in relation to the distribution
of individualized teacher behavior.
Teachers will direct more:
— praise or encouragement
— lecturing
total individualized teacher behavior
and fewer
:
— directions
— criticisms or justifications
to students ranked in the high skill performance
group than to students ranked in the middle or
low skill performance groups. The same differ-
ences were hypothesized for the medium group when
compared to the low group.
There was no adequate basis for predictions with re-
gard to the level of skill performance rank and the ITBAS
categories
:
— acceptance of feelings
— acceptance or use of ideas
— questions asked.
Student In-Class Personality
Few studies have examined individualized teacher be-
havior in relation to student personality characteristics.
Most studies on teacher perceptions of student personality
have examined which characteristics are preferred by teach-
ers and, in some cases, the influences these preferences
have on grading.
Evidence consistently indicates that teachers prefer
students who are conforming, orderly, rigid, and passive in
!l
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comparison to students who are active, independent, and as-
sertive (Feshbach, 1969; Good and Grouws
, 1972; Beigel and
Feshbach, 1970) . Sex of the teacher did not discriminate
for these findings (Good and Grouws, 1972), but it was
found, in a comparison of psychology majors. Peace Corps
trainees, and pre-service teachers that traditionally trained
pre-service teachers were the only group to value compliant,
passive students (Beigel and Feshbach, 1970).
Teachers' grading practices, when examined in relation
to teacher preferences for certain students, suggest that
those students liked by the teacher tend to receive higher
grades than their measured aptitude would indicate (Hadley,
1954) . In a related study, Kelley (1968) found that con-
forming, rigid, and insecure students received higher grades
than their aptitude would indicate.
Studies of individualized teacher behavior in relation
to teacher preferred personalities also indicate that teach-
ers have more contacts with students who are most salient
(active in emitting behaviors) and about whom they have the
greatest concern (Silberman, 1969; Jackson, Silberman, and
Wolfson, 1969) . Brophy and Good (1972) in a replication of
the Silberman study found that "attachment" students (stu-
dents that the teacher would prefer to keep in class for a
second year) are slightly favored by the teacher. ' Indif-
ference" students (students that the teacher is unaware of)
19
were found to receive fewer behaviors and in certain cir-
cumstances were avoided. They also found that "concern"
students (students that the teacher feels a need to help)
receive more teacher initiated behavior and more content
related teacher behavior than other students. "Rejection"
students (students that the teacher wishes were not in
class) clearly were isolated by the teacher.
Teacher attitudes about students and, more specifi-
cally teacher perceptions and evaluations of particular
student characteristics have shown strong relationships
with individualized teacher behavior. These relationships
also appear to be powerful factors which may influence
teacher behavior directed toward individual students.
Research Hypotheses for Teacher Perception of Student
In-Class Personality
Based on the review of the literature, the following
research hypotheses were proposed for teacher perception of
student in-class personality in relation to the distribu-
tion of individualized teacher behavior:
Teachers will direct more:
-- praise or encouragement
-- lecturing
-- total individualized teacher behavior
and fewer:
-- directions
— criticisms or justifications
20
to students ranked in the most desirable (high)personality group than to students ranked in the
middle (medium) or least desirable (low) groups.The same differences were hypothesized for the
medium group when compared to the low group.
no adequate basis for predictions with re-
gard to the level of personality rank and the ITBAS cate-
gories :
-- acceptance of feelings
— acceptance or use of ideas
— questions asked.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Selecting the School
Criteria used in selecting the school site were de-
signed to minimize contextual factors which might affect
the study. Those criteria established by the investigators
were
:
(1) the sample must be comprised of at least four
full-time teachers
(2) each teacher must be observed in at least two
classes, each class having at least 25-35 stu-
dents
(3) the four teachers should be teaching at the
same level and in the same department
(4) each teacher must be willing to be observed
(5) classes should meet on a regular basis, pref-
erably daily
(6) classes should be coeducational
(7) the school should be located within a reason-
able distance.
After examining several school sites, only one school
was found to meet all of the above criteria. The investiga-
21
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tors then began the process of gaining access to the school
as the study site.
Gaining Access to the School
Because the investigators were familiar with the pro-
posed school site and, more importantly, were acquainted
with the teachers, direct contact was made with the sub-
jects, procedures for the proposed study discussed at length
(without revealing the primary research objectives of the
study)
,
and their consent obtained prior to contacting the
school principal and other school administrators. The in-
vestigators felt that the teachers would view this as a more
personal approach than a letter or memorandum from a school
administrator requesting or suggesting they consider par-
ticipating in the study. Although this violates the se-
quence of procedures normally employed for establishing ac-
cess, the absolute demand for full teacher cooperation jus-
tified the risks inherent in ignoring "chain of command"
procedure. With the teachers' initial commitments in hand,
the principal was then contacted.
The initial contact with the principal led to a re-
quest for background information (rationale for the investi-
gation, the number of teachers required, the equipment to be
employed, and the people to be involved outside of school
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personnel)
. A copy of the letter containing the requested
information appears in Appendix C. At a subsequent meet-
ing, the principal approved the project in general and pro-
vided the investigators with a set of guidelines. A copy
the guidelines and related documents also appear in Ap-
pendix C. During the final week in April, the school prin-
cipal informed the investigators that he had met with the
teachers and that full permission was granted to conduct
the investigation.
Sample
The study was conducted in a regional junior high
school consisting of seventh, eighth, and ninth grades.
The school has a staff of close to 80 teachers and aides,
and an enrollment of approximately 1000 students. The
school is located in a small town in western Massachusetts.
The physical education facilities consist of a large gym-
nasium, two large exercise rooms, a swimming pool, eight
outdoor tennis courts, and several large outdoor playing
fields
.
The physical education staff consisted of three male
and three female teachers. Five teachers, three male and
two female, plus the 333 students from their ten classes
made up the initial sample for the investigation. The or-
iginal student number of 333 subsequently was reduced to
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316 as 17 students were eliminated from the study because
they were absent for more than one observation period.
1 defines the sample population.
Five of the ten classes were engaged in fitness test-
ing, three in softball units, one in a tennis unit, and one
in a combination tennis and softball unit. The study was
conducted during the first three weeks of the final six
week unit for the school year . The classes observed were
selected in collaboration with the teachers. In effect,
the classes observed were those in which the teachers felt
comfortable about being observed, which fitted reasonably
well into a schedule of observation, and which permitted
the investigators an opportunity to collect the required
data in a systematic manner.
Each of the five teachers had at least nine years of
teaching experience in physical education and had been
teaching coeducational classes since the beginning of the
school year.
The largest class consisted of 38 students and the
smallest class had 30 students. The average class size was
33.3 students with 17.4 males and 15.9 females. Of the 333
students making up the original population, 173 were males
and 160 were females.
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TABLE 1
THE SAMPLE
Teacher Class Activity
Number of Students
Eliminated Due to
Absences
Number in
Sample
A A1 fitness 1 37
A2 fitness 1 29
B B1 softball 2 28
B2 tennis/
softball 3 29
C Cl tennis 3 34
C2 fitness 3 31
D D1 fitness 1 29
D2 softball 1 33
E El fitness 0 35
E2 softball 2 31
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Briefing the Subjects -
The classroom observations were conducted over a
three week period from May 10 to May 31, 1978. Each of
the ten classes were observed on five different occasions,
the last three observations being recorded. Two days be-
fore observations began, all five teachers were given in-
dividual briefings and a schedule of the observation peri-
ods in which the investigators would be in the classes
.
The teachers were informed that all of the variables in-
volved in the investigation could not be revealed, but
were assured that all of the information collected would
be made available to them after the completion of the
study . It was explained that the general purpose of the
study was to investigate teacher behavior in physical ed-
ucation classes.
During the briefing, teachers were shown the wireless
microphone and familiarized with its use. It was explained
that the microphone was not to record teacher talk, but to
allow the investigators to "listen in" without intruding.
Teachers also were informed that an additional two hours
of their time would be needed following the completion of
the observation periods.
To explain the purpose of the investigation, initial
meetings were held with the students from each of the ten
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classes. The investigators were introduced by the teachers
who explained that they would be present in the next five
class meetings, collecting information for a research study.
The students were also informed that the purpose of
the study was to explore teacher behaviors in physical edu-
cation classes. They were requested to wear a pre-assigned
number for the next five classes. The reason for the num-
bers, it was explained, was for identification purposes.
The investigators then responded to any questions the stu-
dents asked, once again making it clear that the exact de-
tails concerning all elements of the study could not be re-
vealed at this time.
Following the question period, students were given a
demonstration of how to put on, wear, and tie the pre-coded
uniform. They were then asked to obtain the uniform in the
locker room prior to the next four classes and to leave
them in a large box which would be placed outside the lock-
er rooms after each class period.
Prior to beginning the first observation period (for
all classes), the uniforms had been arranged in an orderly
manner along the far wall of the exercise room. A chart
with each student's name and assigned number was posted on
the wall above the uniforms. Students were requested to
get their respective numbered uniforms and put them on.
Any students experiencing difficulties were assisted, any
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missing students or numbers were noted and the class began.
The entire process took approximately ten minutes of class
time
.
For the other four observation periods (there were a
total of five)
, students obtained the uniforms in the lock-
er rooms, with the help from the investigative team. Uni-
forms were hung over a rope, arranged to permit students to
have easy access to their numbers. Class lists, containing
the students' names and numbers, were posted next to the
prior to the beginning of each class. An investi-
gator always was present in the locker rooms prior to each
clsss observation to assist and encourage students to wear
their assigned numbers. After the locker rooms were va-
cated by the students, the remaining uniforms were collect-
ed and numbers recorded as not having been used. Checks
also were conducted to make sure students wore the correct
numbers
.
Variables
A review of the literature illustrates that there are
numerous variables which could serve as potential stimuli
for influencing teacher behavior directed toward individual
students. Four of these variables which appear to have a
strong effect on teacher behavior in the classroom were se-
29
lected for this initial study in physical education. They
are sex of student and teacher's perception of student in-
class personality, student skill performance, and student
class participation. The latter three variables are con-
cerned with teacher perception of student characteristics.
Design
order to describe teacher behavior patterns in se-
lected junior high school classes, the two companion studies
employed an experimental case study design, composed of four
independent and eight dependent variables. The independent
variables are nominal, classification variables and are com-
posed of sex of student and teacher's perception of student
in-class personality, skill performance, and class partici-
pation. The dependent variables are the total amount of in-
dividualized teacher behavior and the seven teacher behavior
categories of ITBAS
.
Measurement of Variables
The three teacher perception variables were measured
through the use of the Teacher Ranking Tasks. This instru-
ment requires that the teacher group students into high,
medium, and low cohorts through the use of specified pro-
cedures (see Appendix B) . The instructions, which identify
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the variable on which the teacher performed the ranking op-
eration, employ simple, highly generalized constructs (per-
sonality, skill, and participation) rather than more so-
phisticated, specific, and tightly defined constructs. The
decision to employ this format was based upon premises which
emerged from the behavioral sciences.
Social and educational psychologists have repeatedly
demonstrated that attitudes, impressions, and expectations
influence behavior. It can be expected, therefore, that
teachers will emit differing amounts and types
of behavior to the same student, and that a given teacher
will emit differing amounts and types to different students.
For the purpose of the present study, it appeared im-
portant that the teachers be allowed to rank students on
each variable without interference from an imposed set of
specified definitions or descriptors provided by the inves-
tigators. The rationale being that the imposed criteria
(definitions and descriptors) might be inconsistent with
the values the teacher actually employs in forming atti-
tudes, impressions, and expectations about students. Fur-
ther, there was no empirical evidence to suggest which def-
initions would provide a "best fit" for physical education
teachers. At best, the investigators would have only been
guessing at which descriptors and definitions generalize
across the selected teacher population.
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The associations being examined in this study were
each teacher's perception in relation to their individual-
ized teaching behaviors. The investigators deliberately
chose not to provide descriptors or definitions for each
teacher variable, attempting by that choice to acquire the
most accurate reflection of each teacher's perception as
they were expressed in the process of student ranking.
Given the present primitive state of knowledge about indi-
vidualized teacher behavior, teacher's rankings gathered
in this manner represent the most appropriate measure with
which individualized teacher behavior can be correlated.
The present study represents an exploratory stage in
which it was important to identify general factors which are
significantly related to differential teacher behavior in
the gymnasium. The task of examining the relationship of
more specific variables to individualized teacher behavior
is the work of future investigators.
Data Collection
All data were collected by observers trained in the
use of ITBAS . See Appendix A (ground rules) for a detailed
explanation of the recording procedures. Only teacher be-
haviors directed toward individual students were recorded.
Each observation period began when the first student
entered the gymnasium or playing area and ended when the
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last student left. Each teacher was observed in each of
two classes on three different occasions. The observers
employed a portable tape recorder to record categories as-
signed to each individualized teacher behavior and the
student to which the behavior was directed.
To reduce the potential for reactive conditions,
teachers wore a cordless microphone which transmitted to
a VHF receiver, thus permitting the observers to remain
at a relatively unobtrusive distance but still be capable
of hearing the teacher at all times. The data collection
process began on the third day the observation team was
present in the class. During the field observations con-
ducted to establish ITBAS reliability, the students of the
classes observed initially appeared to be very curious
about the investigators. After subsequent visits, however,
the novelty seemed to wear off and students did not appear
to be concerned about the presence of the investigators.
Following completion of the observations, the Teacher
Ranking Tasks were administered to the teachers on two dif-
ferent occasions (see Appendix B) . Each teacher was given
the Teacher Ranking Task for each of the three perception
variables (skill, performance, and participation) on the
day of the last observation. The second administration of
the Teacher Ranking Tasks followed one week later.
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Data Analysis
As a fiirst stap, tha total sampla of 316 studants
was raducad by aliminating from analysis for a givan vari-
abla all data darivad from studants for whom tha taachar
was unabla to provida a stabla tast-ratast rank on that var-
iabla (a procadura commonly callad "targating")
. For axam-
pla, studants who wara not rankad in tha sama grouping by
taachars on both applications of tha Taachar Ranking Task
for skill parformanca wara aliminatad from tha analysis for
that variabla. Tha studants ratainad, thus bacama "targats"
for tha invastigation . Appandix B providas a complata ra-
tionala for this procadura and an account of how it was ac-
complishad
.
Tha tapa racordad ITBAS obsarvations wara transcribad
onto matrix work shaats. Spacific bahaviors for aach stu-
dant wara codad saparataly with row totals raprasanting tha
total taachar bahavior diractad toward aach studant. Column
totals raprasantad tha total fraquancy of aach ITBAS cate-
gory. For tha obsarvations conducted with each teacher,
cell and row totals recorded for each student were trans-
ferred to computer cards for statistical analysis.
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) --Version 7 was employed to analyze the data. Appen-
dix D illustrates examples of the programs used both to an-
alyze the descriptive data and to test the hypotheses.
34
The hypotheses were tested by employing a 2 sample-
median test which is designed to measure differences in
central tendency for two independent samples (one variable,
two groups)
. The test is accomplished by combining the
scores of the two groups to be compared. Once a contin-
gency table is established for scores that exceed the me-
dian and those that do not, a test statistic is computed
from the cell totals and marginals. Significant levels are
computed by means of a chi-square statistic for comparisons
in which the number of cases exceed 30. In situations of
fewer than 30 cases, the level of significance is computed
by means of Fischer's Exact test. The output is displayed
in a 2 X 2 contingency table representing the number of
cases above and below the median for each group.
Pilot Study
During the Fall semester of 1977, the investigators
in collaboration with Dr. George T. Lewis (a dissertation
committee member and developer of ITBAS) visited a variety
of physical education classes to determine the feasibility
of employing ITBAS to collect data for the proposed inves-
tigations. ITBAS was field-tested in elementary, junior,
and senior high schools as well as in university physical
education classes. Suitable inter-coder reliability was
established (see Appendix A) and the investigators demon-
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strated that ITBAS was effective in obtaining the data re-
quired .
After establishing the general effectiveness and re-
liability of ITBAS, a pilot study was conducted with one
inale teacher and two Junior High school physical education
classes. The pilot was conducted to investigate the fol-
lowing concerns:
(1) To determine the amount of time the observers
should be present prior to actual data col-
lection. The concern was to reduce the po-
tential reactive conditions created by the
observers and equipment.
(2) To explore different techniques for managing
use of the pre-coded uniforms.
(3) To test the performance of the electronic
hardware under varied conditions.
The pilot study provided the following information
on the areas of concern. Both students and teachers seemed
to require at least two days of observation in order to
feel at ease with the presence of the investigators and re-
cording equipment. By the third day there were very few
questions or concerns about the equipment or observation
process. Having the students put on the pre-coded uniforms
prior to entering the activity area proved to be the only
that the observers could begin to record the class asway
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soon as the first student entered the activity area. The
equipment, consisting of tape recorder, cordless micro-
phone, and VHF receiver, functioned as planned with minor
adjustments
.
Inter-Coder Reliability
During the course of the data collection, inter—coder
reliability checks were conducted on ten different occa-
sions. The checks were arranged to include each teacher,
each class, and each of the observation periods (first,
second, and third observations)
. Since one of the investi-
gators (primary recorder) was recording the entire class
period, the checks consisted of the second investigator
(secondary recorder) recording a specific segment of the
class (approximately ten to fifteen minutes) . The investi-
gators used a pre-planned signal to indicate the beginning
and end of the reliability checks. The primary recorder
made notations on the tape to distinguish that portion of
the observation which was the reliability check. The data
collected from these segments were then analyzed.
Each recorded teacher behavior was transcribed from
the audio-tape to the appropriate cell of a summary chart.
Following the transcribing, the total number of tallies was
summed in each cell, cell totals summed each row (total
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teacher behavior directed toward each student)
,
and cell
totals summed for each column (total amount of individual-
ized teacher behavior for each ITBAS category)
.
^®li^hility was calculated by employing the Pearson
product moment correlation. Cell, column, and row totals
for one recorder were paired with the totals for the other
recorder. Table 2 displays the results of the reliability
checks
.
Since it was necessary for the recorders to identify
the student as well as the behavior, 80% agreement or high-
er was considered acceptable. The selection of the 80%
agreement was influenced by the agreement percentage (85%)
recommended by Flanders (1967) for the much less demanding
task of categorizing teacher behaviors using (FIAS)
.
The check for Class five represents extremely low
figures compared to the figures for the other checks, and
clearly indicates a problem peculiar to that occasion. In
spite of check five, the average reliability levels for
row, column, and cell totals were .82, .93, and .77, re-
spectively. If, however, check five is dropped from the
average reliability level calculation, the figures row,
column, and cell totals become .89, .98, and .96.
In an attempt to determine the cause for low inter-
coder reliability on check five, the investigators re-ana-
lyzed the tapes produced by both recorders for this par-
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TABLE 2
INTER-CODER RELIABILITY CHECKS
Class
Observation
Period
Row
Totals
Column
Totals
Cell
Totals
A1 3
.99
.99 .85
A2 1
. 54 .99
.82
B1 2
. 94 .99 .76
B2 1
. 99 .99 .99
Cl 1
. 14 .51 .04
C2 3 .93 .99 .82
D1 3 .87 .99 .63
D2 2 .97 .98 .88
El 3 .97 .90 .98
E2 2 .95 .99 .91
X
totals .82 .93 .77
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ticular session.- A number of errors were made by the sec-
ondary recorder during this check which accounted for the
poor level of agreement. The secondary recorder missed
both the teacher behavior and the direction in which the
teacher behavior was made during a discussion on the rules
of tennis between the teacher and four students. In the
course of the discussion the teacher made statements which
were directed to a single student. Because of the physical
vantage point of the secondary recorder, he was unable to
pick up the teacher's eye contact with the student and as-
sumed the behaviors were not directed to any one student,
but rather to the group. This does illustrate one limita-
tion of the ITBAS instrument. The fact that the problem
did occur only on one occasion in ten trials suggests that
it is not a disabling limitation, but rather one which
calls for caution in the use of data gathered by a single
recorder during a single period of observation.
CHAPTER I V
RESULTS
This chapter presents the results of the investiga-
tion in two sections. These sections are:
(1) Descriptive data for Individualized
Teacher Behavior (ITB)
(2) Distribution analysis of ITBs for teacher
ranked groups based on skill and personality.
Data in each section will be presented for all students,
for each teacher, and for each class. The companion study
(Allard, 1979) presents the analysis of ITB distribution
for student gender and teacher-ranked groups based on class
participation.
Descriptive Data
The results will be presented as they relate to all
students, each teacher, and each class. For example.
Fig. 1 presents all data for all teachers in all classes
distributed into the seven categories of the Individualized
Teacher Behavior Analysis System (ITBAS) , while Figs. 2
through 6 display the ITBs distribution for each teacher
in each of the ten classes. In addition to presenting
40
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information in the format described above, the analysis
of results will focus on the eight dependent variables
(total amount of ITB and the seven ITB categories of
ITBAS) as they relate to the five teachers and the 316
students
.
The following ITBs were observed, coded into
categories and totaled for each student:
Behavior 1 accepts feelings
Behavior 2 praises or encourages
Behavior 3 accepts or uses ideas
Behavior 4 asks questions
Behavior 5 lectures
Behavior 6 gives directions
Behavior 7 criticizes or justifies
authority
Total behavior the sum of categories 1-7.
There were a total of 4539 teacher behaviors directed
toward individual students in the 30 class observations.
Fig. 1 represents the behavior distribution, over the seven
teacher behavior categories of ITBAS, for all students.
This figure shows that well over half (61%) of the teacher
behavior directed toward individual students was in the form
of lecturing or providing information.
The teachers gave directions, asked questions, and
provided praise or encouragement with approximately the
same frequency, each constituting 10% of the total ITB.
Fig.
1.
Distribution
of
ITB
by
Category
for
all
Observations
(ITB
N=4539)
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Teachers criticizing or justifying authority accounted for
roughly 5% of the ITB. Accepting student's feelings and
accepting or using student's ideas were the least frequent-
ly recorded teacher behaviors, each accounting for less
than 1% of the total ITB. The mean frequency of total be-
havior per class was 151.3 behaviors, with a range of 248
to 655.
Figs. 2-6 are graphic illustrations of the behavior
distribution for the two observed classes taught by each
teacher. These Figures (2-6) indicate that the total ITB
varied substantially from class to class, except for
Teacher A, a case in which the pattern of ITB was rather
consistent for the two classes.
Displaying the data for the two classes taught by
each teacher illustrates some of the similarities and dif-
ferences between classes. One obvious difference reflected
in Figs. 2-6 is that some ITBAS behaviors are emitted at
different rates by the same teacher in different classes.
Some examples of this difference are lecturing for Teachers
A, B, C, and E and praise or encouragement for Teachers A,
C, and D.
In addition to revealing some of the differences in
teacher behaviors from class to class, the Figures (2
through 6) illustrate another interesting aspect of the
study. Although the teacher behavior varied from class to
Fig.
2,
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class, there are certain consistencies with the ITB pat-
tern. With the exception of Teacher A, class to class dif-
ferences for ITB were large, ranging from 178 to 277 be-
haviors for the other four teachers. All five teachers en-
gaged in more lecturing than any other type of behavior, ir-
respective of the class. They also accepted student feel-
ings and used student ideas less frequently than all other
behaviors
.
Fig. 7 illustrates the distribution of ITBs across
all students. One hundred and twenty-nine students (42% of
the student population) each had 0-6 ITBs directed toward
them, accounting for only 8% of the total ITB for the study.
At the other end of the continuum, however, fourteen stu-
dents (4% of the student population) each had 43-97 ITBs
directed toward them, accounting for 21% of the total ITB
distribution. As Fig. 7 illustrates, the distribution of
ITBs across the student population is quite uneven. In
fact, nine students in the population had no ITB directed
toward them.
Tables 3 and 4 illustrate the distribution of ITBs
across students for each teacher and each class respective-
ly. Examination of Table 3 illustrates that the
degree of
ITB distribution variance across students is not
identical
for each teacher. Although the degree of ITB
distribution
varies from teacher to teacher (Table 3) , it is
demon-
of ITBs in the two classes.strated that the distribution
Fig.
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TABLE 3
ALL TEACHERS
Distribution of Individualized Teacher Behaviors
Across Students
Frequency Teacher
Ranges
By Deciles A B C D E
0-6 47 26 13 48 29
7-11 18 23 28 14 24
12-16 6 12 18 10 12
17-19 11 10 9 3 15
20-22 4 4 8 10 6
23-27 1 9 14 2 3
28-33 6 5 0 8 3
34-42 1 5 8 2 6
43-72 5 4 1 3 2
73-97 1 2 1 0 0
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TABLE 4
ALL CLASSES
Percentage Distribution of Individualized Teacher
Behaviors for Students
Teacher
A B C D E
Frequency
Ranges
By Deciles
Classes
A1 A2 B1 B2 Cl C2 D1 D2 El E2
0-6 46 48 28 24 9 16 52 46 23 35
7-11 19 17 21 24 26 28 21 9 23 26
12-16 8 4 18 7 20 16 11 9 11 13
17-19 11 10 10 10 9 10 3 3 17 13
20-22 5 0 4 4 6 10 7 12 9 3
23-27 3 0 7 10 18 10 3 0 3 3
28-33 3 10 4 7 0 0 3 12 6 0
34-42 0 4 4 7 6 10 0 3 6 7
43-72 5 4 4 4 3 0 0 6 2 0
73-97 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
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for each teacher is quite consistent (Table 4) .
Distribution of Individualized Teacher
Behaviors for Skill and Personality"
This section will report both results of the Teacher
Ranking Tasks and results from the 2 sample median analy-
sis of ITB distribution among tr ichotomized groups for each
variable
;
(1) student skill performance
(2) student in-class personality.
Groups compared within each variable were:
(1) high ranked group to low ranked group
(2) high ranked group to medium ranked group
(3) medium ranked group to low group.
Results from these analyses are reported for each
variable for all students (includes data for the ten class-
es combined) , for each teacher (includes data from both
classes taught by the same teacher) , and for each class
(includes data for each of the ten classes treated separate-
ly) •
Results of teacher ranking tasks . Tables 5 and 6 display
the distribution of targeted students into each of the three
levels (high, medium, and low) of skill and personality. In
the case of personality (Table 6) , two teachers (A and B)
were unable to follow the procedures for the Teacher
Ranking
Tasks (see Appendix B) and used two rather than three
rank-
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TABLE 5
NUMBER OF STUDENTS RANKED CONSISTENTLY
AND INCONSISTENTLY FOR SKILL
Teacher Class
RANKED CONSISTENTLY
High Medium Low
RANKED
INCONSISTENTLY^
A A1 2 22 5 8
A2 5 15 4 5
B B1 7 5 9 7
32 5 14 4 6
C Cl 3 15 2 14
C2 5 15 5 6
D D1 4 11 3 11
D2 7 19 5 2
E El 5 18 6 6
E2 7 17 7 0
^Eliminated from further analysis.
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TABLE 6
NUMBER OF STUDENTS RANKED CONSISTENTLY AND
INCONSISTENTLY FOR PERSONALITY
Teacher Class
RANKED
High
CONSISTENTLY
Medium Low
RANKED
INCONSISTENTLY^
A A1 33 - 3 1
A2^ - - - 29
B B1 11 - 10 7
B2 4 5 5 15
C Cl 4 18 3 9
C2 5 12 1 13
D D1 7 14 4 4
D2 6 18 5 4
E El 4 17 6 8
E2 5 14 4 8
^Eliminated from further analysis.
^Teacher 2 abstained from ranking this class on
personality
.
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ing categories. Both teachers deviated from the pre-
scribed procedures, explaining that due to the relative-
ly homogenous characteristics displayed by students in
several classes being observed, they felt unable to make
judgments beyond simple dichotomization
.
In only one instance (Class El for skill) did a
teacher rank all students consistently on both administra-
tions of the Teacher Ranking Tasks. In several cases,
teachers were very inconsistent in ranking students, both
for skill and personality.
Student skill performance . An analysis of the data for
all students revealed seven significant findings at the
.10 and .05 levels of significance. In all seven com-
parisons, teachers directed more praise or encouragement,
acceptance or use of ideas, lecturing, and total ITB
toward students in the high ranked group than in the medium
or low ranked groups. Table 7 displays these results.
In the data analysis of ITBAS results by teacher,
significant differences were found in the distribution of
ITBs across trichotomized groups only in the case of Teacher
E. These differences, found at the .10, .05, .005, and
.001 levels of significance, occurred for the ITBAS cate-
gories of praises or encourages, asks questions, lectures,
and total ITB. In seven such cases found for Teacher E,
students ranked high were the target of more ITBAS category
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TABLE 7
ALL STUDENTS
Significant Median Tests From Analysis of ITBAS
Results for Trichotomized Skill Groups
ITBAS Behavior
Category
Groups
Compared
Group
Receiving
More
Behavior
Level of
Significance
(2) praises or
encourages high-med
,
high .10
(3) accepts or
uses ideas high-med
.
high .10
(3) accepts or
uses ideas high-low high .05
(5) lectures high-med high .05
(5) lectures high-low high .05
(TB) total behavior high-med
.
high .10
(TB) total behavior high-low high .05
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contacts than medium or low ranked students. In one case
medium ranked students were the targets of more ITB than
low ranked students. Table 8 displays the significant
findings of group comparisons by teachers.
Analysis of ITB distribution across trichotomized
groups by class yielded 22 significant findings at the
.10, .05, and .01 levels of significance. Table 9 displays
these findings.
In 16 out of 22 comparisons, high ranked groups were
the target of more teacher praise or encouragement (Class-
es Dl, El, and E2)
,
lecturing (Classes El and E2)
,
giving
directions (Classes Cl and E2)
,
criticizing or justifying
authority (Classes A2 and E2)
,
and total ITB (Classes El
and E2) than low or medium ranked groups. In six of the
significant comparisons, however, lows were the target of
more teacher praise or encouragement (Classes A2 and Dl) ,
lecturing (Class D2)
,
criticizing or justifying authority
(Class A2)
,
and total ITB (Class A2) than medium ranked
groups. In one case (Class D2)
,
more praise or encourage-
ment was directed to lows than highs.
Research hypothesis for skill . Based upon the review of
the literature, the following research hypotheses were
generated for teacher perception of student's skill per-
formance to the distribution of ITBs.
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TABLE 8
ALL TEACHERS
Significant Median Tests From Analysis of ITBAS
Results for Trichotoraized Skill Groups
Groups
Receiving
ITBAS Behavior Groups More Levels of
Categories Teacher Compared Behavior Significance
(2) praises or
encourages E high-med
,
high .005
(2) praises or
encourages E high-low high .001
(4) asks questions E high-low high .05
(5) lectures E high-med
.
high .05
(5) lectures E high-low high .05
(TB) total behavior E high-med high .05
(TB) total behavior E high-low high .05
(TB) total behavior E med . -low med
,
.10
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TABLE 9
ALL CLASSES
Significant Median Tests From Analysis of ITBAS
Results for Trichotomized Skill Groups
Group
Most
Behavior Level of
ITBAS Behavior
Category Teacher Class
Groups Targeted
Compared To
Signi-
ficance
praises or
encourages A A2 med . -low low .05
tl D Dl med . -low low .10
11 D D1 high-med
.
high .05
tl D D2 high-high low .01
It E El high-med
,
high .05
tl E El high-low high .10
II E E2 high-med
.
high .01
It E E2 high-low high .05
lecturing D D2 med . -low low .10
II E El high-low high .10
II E E2 high-med
.
high .05
II E E2 high-low high .10
giving
directions C Cl high-med high .10
11 E E2 high-med
.
high .05
criticizing or
justifying
authority A A2 high-med
.
high .01
11 A A2 med . -low low .05
II E E2 high-med high .01
It E E2 high-low high .10
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TABLE 9
(Cont
.
)
ITBAS Behavior
Category Teacher Class
Groups
Compared
Group
Most
Behavior
Targeted
To
Level of
Signi-
ficance
total behaviors A A2 med . -low low .05
" E El high-low high .10
" E E2 high-med
. high .005
" E E2 high-low high .05
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Teachers will direct more:
— praise or encouragement
— lecturing
— total ITB
and fewer:
— gives directions
— criticisms or justifications
to students ranked in the high skill performance
group than to students ranked in the medium or
low group. The same differences were hypothesized
for the medium group when contrasted to the low
group.
Support for these research hypotheses relative to
praise or encouragement, lecturing, and total ITB were
consistently found in the analysis of the data for all
students. Teacher E, and Classes El and E2. In the case
of Class Dl, highs were the targets of more praise or en-
couragement than mediums (supporting the hypothesis) , but
lows also were the target of more praise or encouragement
than mediums (contradicting the hypothesis) . Similar mixed
results were found in the analysis of Class A2 for the
ITBAS category of criticizing or justifying authority. In
Class A2 , lows were the target of more criticism and
justification than mediums (supporting the hypothesis)
,
whereas highs were also the target of this ITBAS category
more often than mediums (contradicting the hypothesis)
.
Contradictory evidence was found relative to the
directional hypothesis for praise or encouragement (Class-
A2 and D2) , lecturing (Class D2) , criticizing or
justifying
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authority (Classes A2 and E2)
,
and total ITB (Class A2)
.
Based upon a review of the literature no predictions
were made with regard to the level of skill performance
rank and distribution of ITB for the ITBAS categories of:
-- accepting feelings
-- accepting of using ideas
— asking questions.
Several significant differences, however, were found when
the data were analyzed for the distribution of ITB in the
above ITBAS categories.
Analysis of the data for all students revealed that
highs were the target of more teacher acceptance or use of
ideas than medium or low ranked students In one other
analysis. Teacher E was found to ask more questions of high
ranked students than low ranked students. No significant
differences were found when data were analyzed by class.
In-class personality . In the analysis of ITB distribution
across trichotomized groups for in-class personality, fewer
significant differences were found than in the analysis of
skill performance (presented above) . Two significant dif-
ferences were found in the data analysis for all students.
In both instances, students ranked low were the target of
more teacher directions and criticism or justification than
students ranked high. These results are presented in
Table 10.
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TABLE 10
ALL STUDENTS
Significant Median Tests From Analysis of ITBAS
Results for Trichotomized Personality Groups
ITBAS Behavior
Category
Groups
Compared
Group Most
Behavior
Targeted To
Level of
Significance
(6) giving
directions high-low low .001
(7) criticizing or
justifying
authority high- low low .05
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In the analysis of the data by teacher, two signifi-
cant differences at the .10 level of significance were
found. Teacher A directed more criticism or justification
of authority to low than high ranked students. Teacher D
asked more questions of students ranked low than those
ranked medium on personality. These findings are presented
in Table 11.
Seven significant differences were found in the
analysis of the class data for personality. In Class Al
,
lows were the target of more teacher criticism and justifi-
cation than highs. Students ranked low were the target
of more teacher directions than students ranked high or
medium in Class D2. Teacher D, in Class Dl, directed more
total ITB and questions to lows than medium ranked students;
however, in the same class (Dl) , the teacher directed more
questions to high than medium ranked students. In Class
E2, Teacher E directed more lecturing to high than medium
ranked students. These results are presented in Table 12.
Research hypothesis for personality . Based upon the review
of the literature, the following research hypothesis was
generated for teacher perception of student in-class per-
sonality relative to the distribution of ITB among ranked
groups
:
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TABLE 11
ALL TEACHERS
Significant Median Tests From Analysis of ITBAS
Results for Trichotomized Personality Groups
ITBAS Behavior
Category 'Teacher
Groups
Compared
Groups Most
Behavior
Targeted To
Level of
Signi-
ficance
(4) asks questions D1 med .
-low low .10
(7) criticizes and
justifies
authority A1 high-low low .10
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TABLE 12
ALL CLASSES
Significant Median Tests From Analysis of ITBAS
Results for Trichotomized Personality Groups
ITBAS Behavior
Category Teacher Class
Groups
Compared
Group
Most
Behavior
Targeted
To
Level of
Signi-
ficance
(4) asks
questions D D1 high-med
.
high .05
(4) asks
questions D D1 med . -low low .10
(5) lectures E E2 high-med high .10
(6) gives
directions D D2 high-low low .05
(6) gives
directions D D2 med . -low low .10
(7) criticizes
and justi-
fies author
ity A A1 high-low low .10
(TB) total ITB D D1 med . -low low .05
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Teachers will direct more:
praise or encouragement
— lecturing
— total ITB behavior
and fewer:
— directions
— criticism or justifications
to students ranked high than to students
ranked medium or low on personality. The
same differences were hypothesized for
the medium group when contrasted to the
low ranked group.
In all analysis (for all students, each teacher,
and each class), where significant differences were found,
the hypotheses relative to the ITBAS categories of
lecturing, giving directions and criticizing or justi-
fying authority were supported. Only in one instance
(Class Dl)
,
did the analysis yield results contradicting
the generated hypothesis. In this case, more total ITBs
were directed to students ranked low than to students rank-
ed medium.
With respect to the ITBAS categories:
-- accepting feeling
-- accepting or using ideas
— asking questions
the review of the literature provided no basis for pre-
dictions concerning the variable of perceived personality.
The analysis, however, yielded three significant differences
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for the ITBAS category of teacher questions.
In Class Dl, Teacher D asked more questions of
students ranked high than of students ranked medium and,
also, more questions of lows than mediums. Lows also
were the target of more questions than mediums when all
the data for Teacher D were analyzed.
chapter V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND CONCLUSIONS
This chapter presents a suinmary of the study, dis-
cussion of results, and conclusions.
Sununary
The purpose of this study was to describe the quality
and quantity of individualized teacher behaviors that five
male and female Junior High school physical education teach-
ers directed toward their students and to determine the de-
gree to which those behaviors were related to:
(1) teacher perception of student skill perform-
ance
(2) teacher perception of student in-class person-
ality .
A companion study (Allard, 1979) examined individual-
ized teacher behaviors (ITB) in relation to student gender
and teacher perception of student class participation. Both
studies, conducted as part of a larger, more inclusive re-
search design, employed the Individualized Teacher Behavior
Analysis System (ITBAS) to code ITBs. Categories of ITB
coded were:
— accepts ideas
-- praises or encourages
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-- accepts or uses ideas
— asks questions
-- lectures
— gives directions
-- criticizes or justifies authority
— total ITB
Based upon a review of the literature, research hy-
potheses were proposed for teacher perception of skill per-
formance and personality in relation to the distribution of
individualized teacher behavior. It was hypothesized that;
Teachers would direct more:
— praise or encouragement
— lecturing
— total individualized teacher behavior
and fewer:
— directions
— criticisms and justifications
to students ranked in the high skill performance
group than to students ranked in the medium or
low performance groups. The same differences
were hypothesized for the medium group when com-
pared to the low group.
There was no adequate basis for predictions with re-
gard to skill performance rank and the ITBAS categories:
— accepts feelings
— accepts or uses ideas
— asks questions.
The same research hypotheses relative to teacher be-
haviors were made for the groups trichotomized on the basis
of in-class personality.
Ten coeducational classes (316 students) and five
male and female Junior High school physical education teach
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ers were the sample population for the study. Data were
collected in each of the ten classes during three observa-
tion periods. Following all observations, each teacher
was given the Teacher Ranking Tasks (see Appendix B) for
student skill performance and in-class personality.
Once the data were collected, descriptive statisti-
cal analyses were performed on the data for all students,
each teacher, and each class. A second analysis (2 sample-
median test) was conducted to compare the distribution of
ITB to both teacher perception variables (student skill
performance and student in-class personality)
.
For all students, it was found that 60% of the total
ITB was lecturing, whereas less than 1% of the ITB involved
either accepting feelings or accepting and using ideas.
The ITBAS categories of praises or encourages, asks ques-
tions, and gives directions, each accounted for 10% of the
total ITB. Criticizing or justifying authority accounted
for the remaining 5% of ITB.
Data analyses for each teacher and each class revealed
that ITBs often are emitted at sharply different rates by
the same teacher in different classes. Some consistencies
prevailed, however, such as the uniformly high frequency of
teacher lecturing for all teachers and the infrequent occur-
rence of behaviors related to accepting student feelings and
accepting or using student ideas.
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An analysis of ITBs across the student population re-
vealed a clear pattern of uneven ITB distribution. One hun-
dred and twenty-nine students (42% of the population) each
had 0-6 instances of ITB directed toward them. At the other
end of this distribution continuum, however, fourteen stu-
dents (4%) each had 43-97 instances of ITB directed toward
them. Nine students were found to have no ITBs directed
toward them.
Analyses of the ITB distribution across students for
each teacher and for each class revealed that each of the
five teachers distributed ITBs unevenly, but not to the same
degree. Examination of the two classes taught by each
teacher reveals that the pattern of uneven distribution is
quite similar in each class.
A second purpose of the study was to examine the rela-
tionship of ITB to teacher oerceotion of skill and personal-
ity. These analyses also were made for all students, each
teacher, and each class.
Analyses of the ITB distribution relative to teacher
ranked skill performance groups yielded 37 significant find-
ings. In 31 of the 37 differences found (comparing highs
to lows, highs to mediums, and mediums to lows) , highs were
the target of more teacher praise or encouragement (8 find-
ings)
,
acceptance or use of ideas (2 findings) , asks ques-
tions (1 finding) , lectures (7 findings) , gives directions
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(2 findings)
, criticism or justifications (3 findings)
,
and
total ITB (8 findings)
.
In six instances, lows were the target of more teach-
er praise or encouragement (3 findings)
, lectures (1 find-
ing)
, criticisms or justifications (1 finding)
,
and total
ITB (1 finding) than mediums or highs.
In classes nine and ten, Teacher 5 accounted for 21
of the 37 significant findings. In each instance, the
highs were the target of more ITBAS behaviors from Teacher
5 than mediums or lows. Only for Teachers 1 and 4 were
there any significant findings in which lows were the tar-
get of more ITBAS behaviors than medium.s or highs.
Analyses of ITB distribution relative to teacher rank-
ings for in-class personality yielded 11 significant find-
ings, far fewer than those revealed in the analyses involv-
ing skill performance. In all but two of the eleven find-
ings, lows were more often the target of certain ITBs.
These differences were found for the categories of teacher
asks questions (2 findings), gives directions (3 findings),
criticizes or justifies authority (3 findings), and total
ITB (1 finding) . Six of the eleven differences were found
in classes seven and eight, taught by Teacher 4.
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Discussion
The Review of the Literature (Chapter II) presented
findings from several studies which supported the belief
that teachers treat students differently. The findings
from this study for both skill performance and personality
provide further support for this conclusion.
Skill performance . In previous research, students who were
high achievers (based on grades )
,
and perceived by the
teachers to be high achievers were found to be the recipi-
ents of more teacher behaviors categorized as being support-
ive, more behaviors which were content related, and more op-
portunities to respond, whereas low achievers were the re-
cipients of more teacher behaviors categorized as directing
and controlling, and fewer opportunities to respond (Hoehn,
1954; Thompson, 1949; Horn, 1914; Good, 1970; Kranz, Weber,
and Fishell, 1970). The findings from this study with re-
gard to teacher perception of student skill performance sup-
port the belief that teachers do treat students differently
on the basis of achievement. Students perceived high on
skill performance were the target of more ITB categorized
as praise or encouragement, accepts or uses ideas, lectures,
and total ITB.
When the data are analyzed for each teacher, however,
it is clear that not all teachers follow a persistent
pat-
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tern of differential treatment of students which is based
on the teacher's perception of skill level. Analysis of
the data for each teacher and for each class clearly sup-
ports the conclusion of Brophy and Good (1970) that teacher
variability in ITB distribution is the rule and not the ex-
ception .
Personality . Findings from several studies which have ex-
amined teacher preferences relative to student personality
suggest that teachers do treat students differently based
on their perception of each student's personality. Con-
forming, rigid, passive, and compliant students appear fa-
vored over students who are perceived as active and asser-
tive (Feshbach, 1969; Good and Grouws , 1972; Beigel and
Feshbach, 1970) . Students for whom teachers held attitudes
of rejection, indifference, or concern were found to be the
recipients of differing amounts and types of teacher behav-
ior (Brophy and Good, 1972; Silberman, 1969; Jackson,
Silberman, and Wolfson, 1969).
No clear and persistent pattern of ITB distribution
to personality ranked groups was found in the analysis of
the data for all students, each teacher, or each class.
If one examines the eleven significant findings from all
of the analyses, however, lovjs are the group m.ost often
(nine instances) the targets of more teacher questions
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(2 findings)
,
given directions (3 findings)
, criticism and
justifications (3 findings)
,
and total ITB (1 finding)
.
Even here, however, teacher variability is the rule as six
of the eleven significant findings occur for Teacher 4 in
classes seven and eight.
Conclusions
Related to the findings . The five Junior High school phys-
ical education teachers in this study directed unequal
quantities and differing kinds of individualized teacher be-
havior (ITB) to the 316 students in their classes. The
teachers differed from each other in the pattern of ITB
distributions. The same teacher might even behave very
differently in the two classes observed.
Given the results from many classroom studies, we
should not be surprised to find teacher distribution of ITB
so "unreliable". Certainly, the reaction of the five
teachers when presented the results from this study, indi-
cated that they were not in the least surprised. When
asked, most teachers readily affirm that there is a need to
treat students differently. The desirability of individual-
ized treatment to accomodate differences in student back-
ground, past performance, and current developmental stage,
has long been part of educational rhetoric. In terms of
teacher behaviors, individualized treatment of students
7ff
would mean that general strategies would have to be con-
sciously pre-planned to meet individual student's needs,
that the teacher ' s moment—to—moment decisions about
ITB in the gymnasium would reflect such planning.
The results of this study, however, do not provide
unambiguous support for such an "intentional" explanation
of the unevenly distributed ITBs. The evidence here sug-
gests that what is happening in actuality is that the
teacher is not acting out a consciously developed plan,
but rather is unconsciously reacting to certain perceived
characteristics of students in the class. For example, in
classes nine and ten. Teacher 5 was found to direct more
praise or encouragement, lecturing, and total ITB to stu-
dents ranked high in skill than to those ranked medium or
low. If such a behavior pattern continued over extended
periods of time, it would be reasonable to hypothesize
that students ranked higher would improve in skill and at-
titude due to the supportive teacher behaviors, whereas
students ranked medium or low might improve only slightly,
remain the same, or regress in skill or attitude. Put in
more colloquial terms, the "rich would get richer, and the
poor would get poorer."
Further, it appears, as one might expect, that there
are multiple student characteristics which are associated
with the uneven distribution of ITBs. In the companion
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study, Allard (1979) found that teachers directed certain
types of ITBs to boys more frequently than to girls. if
subsequent studies employ multivariate techniques of analy-
sis, there is some reason to anticipate that in a coeduca-
tional setting it is skilled males who will attract the
preponderance of ITB
. Certainly, the present studies pro-
vide more than sufficient evidence to suggest that the
teaching behaviors of physical education teachers be the
subject of both concern and intensive investigation.
Related to conducting the study . Considerable attention
has been given in this docum.ent to the findings of the
study. There are, however, several important conclusions
relative to what has been learned about the conduct of re-
search in this area.
The three Teacher Ranking Tasks (skill, personality,
and participation) in retrospect, also warrant further re-
finement. Our experience with the five teachers suggests
that each of the three ranking tasks are at different lev-
els of abstraction and present distinctly different con-
ceptual problems. In turn, the data obtained probably
reflect some imponderable effects V7hich arise from highly
idiosyncratic interpretations from each of the teachers.
If ranking tasks such as these are to be employed in the
future, much simpler and more clearly defined sets of con-
structs should be designed. An alternative to the ranking
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task methodology would be to analyze the descriptive data,
identify the extreme cases of ITB distribution and then
examine teacher perceptions of such students through struc-
tured teacher interviews.
Most important, this study demonstrated that ITB can
be reliably coded for all the students in a physical educa-
tion class and that it can be done in a manner v/hich pro-
duces little risk of reactive effects. By employing a
cordless microphone, a VHF receiver, and numbered uniforms
data was acquired with relative ease.
The hours spent recording with the ITBAS system has
taught another important lesson. If we are to begin to
describe and understand even a part of the dynamic inter-
play of action in the gymnasium, we must record a much
wider spectrum of the action v/hich potentially is available
to the observer. For example, it was common to observe
short duration ITB sequences while students were engaged
in game play or practice. Only in certain instances, such
as walking from the gym to the outside activity area or
when a student (generally not dressed) , assisted the teach-
er, did ITB sequences become extended in duration.
Teacher position in relation to the action center of
the class appeared to effect distribution of ITB sequences.
For example, in the 50 yard dash, where the teacher was
stationed at the finish line giving the students their
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times and providing praise or correction, the distribution
of ITBs was quite even for all students. In softball, how-
ever, when the teacher monitored game play from the side-
lines, only those students near the center of action
(pitcher, catcher, and batter), or those students who chose
to stand with the teacher, were the targets of frequent
ITBs.
Both investigators were repeatedly struck by the po-
tential significance of such spatial or temporal events
for which the existing ITBAS system of observation makes
no provisions. In this regard, the investigators now are
aware of more advanced technology (the TICOR-DAC system
currently being developed at Brigham Young University)
which would allow a trained observer to collect not only
the frequency of teacher behavior directed tov/ard individual
students (using ITBAS) , but also collect data in such a
manner as to allow an extremely efficient analysis of the
sequential pattern of ITBs, duration of ITBs, latency be-
tween ITBs, and simultaniety of ITBs. The TICOR-DAC system
also would allow for the labeling and later analysis of
coded ITBs in terms of context (such as teacher demonstrat-
ing, teacher monitoring), in terms of content (related or
unrelated to the objectives of the lesson) , and in terms of
initiator (teacher or student initiated ITB sequences)
.
The richness of data such as this would have more in keep-
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ing with the texture of events we observed during these
first investigations.
Investigator’s concluding remarks . Both improved methodol-
ogy and improved kinds of questions asked within this in-
vestigation have, in part, been a product of programmatic
research design. This investigation and the companion
study (Allard, 1979) were designed to share the sample pop-
ulation, some elements of the investigative procedure, and
instrumentation. The variables treated within the two
studies were arranged so that, when taken together, they
would' provide a composite picture which greatly exceeds the
scope of any single dissertation effort. Sequential, rep-
licative, grounded in theory, and above all cumulative,
this study is in keeping with simple scientific norms, in
which basic
,
conclusion-oriented investigations slowly
spread the net of explicatory theory to capture the smallest
set of propositions which account for the nature of teach-
ing as it occurs (Locke, 1977).
In this study, the dissertation work has reinforced
a research life style and its special set of values. Con-
gruent with the growing state-of-the-art for research on
teaching, these two related studies provide justification
for continued expansion of programmatic research at the
doctoral level.
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APPENDIX A
INDIVIDUALIZED TEACHER BEHAVIOR
ANALYSIS SYSTEM (ITBAS)
Individualized Teacher Behavior Analysis Svstem
(ITBAS)
George T. Lewis, Ed.D.
Department of Professional Preparation,
School of Physical Education
University of Massachusetts
Introduction
ITBAS is a seven (7) category observation instrument
designed to quantify and categorize verbal and non-verbal
teaching behaviors directed to individual students. The
seven (7) categories of teaching behavior are derived from
Flanders' Interaction Analysis System (FIAS) and Cheffers'
Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis System
(CAFIAS) . While mutually exclusive, together the seven (7)
categories are inclusive of all of the verbal and non-verbal
behaviors which can be exhibited by teachers. ITBAS does
not record teaching behaviors which are directed to the
entire class or groups of students.
Data is summarized in a chart form which provides the
following types of information:
1. amount (raw total and percentage) of teacher
behavior directed to each student.
2. amount (raw total and percentage) of indivi-
dualized teacher behavior in behavioral category.
3. amount (raw total and percentage) of indivi-
dualized teacher behavior directed to each student
in each behavior category.
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4. amount (percentage) of individualized teacher
behavior in each behavioral category directed
to each student.
ITBAS is designed to provide pre-service and in-
service teachers with descriptive data regarding their indi-
vidualized teaching behavior. In addition to its feedback
function, it also has application to teacher education as a
means of expanding teachers' observational skills and their
awareness of the significance of individualized teaching be-
havior
.
As a descriptive research instrument, ITBAS may be
applied to the identification and analysis of those interact-
ing variables which affect individualized teacher behavior.
The use of ITBAS should be limited to environments
where a significant amount of individualized teacher behavior
takes place or is desired.
The following setting requirements must exist in order
for the instruments to be used reliably:
1. The teacher's voice must be clearly audible to an
observer. It is often necessary for the teacher
to wear a wireless microphone which transmits to a
receiver and earphone unit operated by the ob-
server .
2. The observer must be able to accurately identify
all students by name or some other symbol. Situ-
ations where the observer is unfamiliar with the
students' names, students must wear numbered vests
in order for the observer to record to whom in-
dividualized teacher behaviors are directed.
3. Since individualized teacher behavior is recorded
by the observer speaking into an audio tape re-
corder, the observer must be far enough away from
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the teacher and students, so that the observer's
voice cannot be heard by others.
Description of Categories
The ITBAS classifies all verbal and non-verbal indi-
vidualized teacher behavior into seven mutually exclusive
categories. The category descriptions have been adopted from
Flander's Interaction Analysis System (FIAS) and Chaffer's
Adaptation of Flander's Interaction Analysis System (CAFIAS)
.
Coding Procedures
1. A procedure for the systematic identification of each
student must be established prior to the class to be
observed. The system of student identification may vary
depending on specific circumstances. Regardless of the
the system used, the observer must use a separate identi-
fying symbol for each student.
The following are alternative procedures for student
identification
:
a. Student names (observer must know the names of all
students)
.
b. Row and seat numbers (only appropriate when students
are positioned in stationary seats. For repeated
observations students must always sit in the same
seat in an identical seating arrangement. A reocrd
of the seating arrangement must be kept) .
c. Numbered vests worn by each student (for repeated
observations students must always wear the same
numbered vest. A record of each student's name and
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number must be kept) . When vests are used, situa-
tional factors determine the most efficient (least
descriptive means to distribute and record each
student's name and vest number. In elementary
two individuals who are trained in the procedures
to be followed. Under no circumstances should the
teacher whose class is to be observed have any part
in this procedure.
2. All transition and recording equipment should be
positioned and tested well in advance of the student's
entrance to the observation setting (classroom) . If the
teacher is to wear a wireless microphone, that fitting
should take place prior to students' entrance.
3. The observation and recording period begins as soon as
the teacher and one or more students are present in the
teaching-learning environment. The first entry on the
observer's audio-tape is the teacher's name, school,
date, grade level, subject matter and the time of day the
observation period began.
4. When the teacher directs behavior to one student, the
identification symbol and the number of the appropriate
behavioral category (Examples: "Sally Rogers, number 4 ;
"row 3, seat 2, number 5"; Student 16, number 7").
Specifics of recording procedures are included under
the heading - Ground Rules .
5. The observation period ends when all of the students
and/or the teacher have left the setting. The last entry
made by the observer is the time of day the observation
period ended.
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Post Observation Procedures
1. Following the conclusion of the observed class, data
is transferred to a summary chart in the following
sequence
:
a. identification information at the bottom of the
form is completed (this may be filled out prior to
the start of the observation period)
.
b. in the extreme left-hand column record each
student's identification symbol in logical sequence.
c. rewind and play back the observer's audio-tape of
the class.
2. Each behavior recorded on the audio-tape is represented
on the summary chart with a heavy dot (•) in the
appropriate cell.
3. After every behavior on the audio- tape has been trans-
ferred to the summary form, the number of tallies in
each cell are totaled and written in large numbers
over the tally dots.
4. The total behaviors directed to each student are
computed by summing the cell totals in each column.
These totals are recorded in the space provided at the
end of each row in the column entitled row totals.
5. The total tallies in each behavioral category are
computed by summing the cell totals in each column.
These totals are recorded in the space provided at the
end of each column in the row entitled column totals.
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6. Summing the row totals provides a figure which repre-
sents the total number of individualized teaching be-
haviors exhibited during the period of observation.
Summing the column totals provides a check on the
accuracy of computation as this total should equal the
sum of the row totals.
If a discrepancy is found between the sum of the row
totals and the sum of the column totals, each row and
column total should be re-computed until the error (s)
is (are) found,
7. Row and column percentages are computed by dividing
each row and column total by the total number of be-
haviors, The resulting decimal numbers are multiplied
by 100 and recorded in the space provided at the end of
each row and column. The sum of these percentages
should approximate 100% (+ - )
.
8. Individual cell percentages are computed by dividing each
cell total by the total number of behaviors. The re-
sulting decimal numbers are multiplied by 100 and re-
corded in the lower right hand corner of each cell.
9. To determine the percentage of behavior each student
received in each behavioral category, divide each cell
total by the row total. The resulting decimal numbers
are multiplied by 100 and recorded in the upper right
hand corner of the cell.
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10. To determine the percentage distribution of each
behavioral category across students, divide each cell
total by the appropriate column total. The resulting
decimal numbers are multiplied by 100 and recorded in
the lower left hand corner of the cell.
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Ground Rules
Ground Rule #1
Only teacher behaviors directed to one student are
recorded. When unsure whether a behavior is directed to one
student or a group of students assume that the behavior was
directed to the group . Eye contact between teacher and
students will assist in making such determinations.
Ground Rule #2
When teacher behavior directed to the same student
continues in the same category for more than 3 seconds that
behavior is recorded at 3 second intervals until the behavior
switches categories; or the behavior is directed toward
another student; or the behavior stops.
Ground Rule #3
If more than one category of teacher behavior is
directed to one student within a 3 second interval all cate-
gories exhibited during that interval are recorded.
Example: "That's incorrect, John (7), but a good try" (2).
Ground Rule #4
Disregard the three second rule if the same behavioral
category is directed to more than one individual student in
the same 3 second interval. In such instances record the
appropriate behavior for each student. Example: "John,
write the answer on the board" (6)
.
"Sue, repeat your
idea" (6)
.
Ground Rule #5
The observer must disregard his/her own biases and
impressions of teacher intent. "What does this behavior
mean to the student?", should be the criteria in determining
the correct behavior category.
Ground Rule #6
When verbal behavior is inaudible to the observer , code
the non-verbal behavior. When unable to categorize either
the verbal or non-verbal behavior record the behavior as
category 5.
Ground Rule #7
When simultaneous verbal and non-verbal teacher behavior
are in different categories code the verbal behavior.
Ground Rule #8
. ^ j
When the teacher repeates a student idea and commu
cates only that the idea will be considered or accepted
as
something to be discussed, a 3 is recorded.
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Ground Rule #9
When the teacher repeats a student answer and the
answer is correct a 2 is recorded. The correctness is usual-
ly indicated by simultaneous approving non-verbal behaviors.
Ground Rule #10
When the teacher repeats an incorrect statement or
mirrors an incorrect behavior back to the student a 7 is re-
corded. Adhere to this ground rule even if the teacher
does not use evaluative (critical) adjectives or adverbs.
For example: "Your arm is bent at a 45° angle" (could have
said "Your arm is bent 20° too much"). The
assumption in the first statement is that the
student knows what the correct angle is.
Ground Rule #11
Directions (category 6) are statements that result in
immediate observable student behavior. Informational state-
ments (orientation) which may precede the actual direction
are categorized as 5's.
Ground Rule #12
Do not record individualized teacher behavior when every
student in the class gets exactly the same behavior. For
example, calling the class attendance sheet, assigning all
students to groups. "Betty, go to group #1; Mary, go to
group #2; Hector, go to group #3, etc., etc.".
Ground Rule #13
Using one student to demonstrate for other students is
considered individualized behavior only when the teacher
behavior is directed exclusively to the demonstrating
student. Explaining to other students what the demonstrator
is doing (or did) is not considered individualized behavior.
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Inter-Recorder Reliability
Inter-recorder reliability was established by
correlating the scores of the three recorders trained
in the use of ITBAS. The data were collected from college
and public school physical education classes which varied
in size and lesson content. Each recorded teacher behavior
was transcribed from the audio-tape to the appropriate cell
of a summary chart. The following calculations were then
performed: the total number of tallies in each cell, the
cell totals in each row (total behavior received by each
student) and the cell total in each column (total amount of
teacher behavior in each category)
.
Reliability was calculated by employing the Pearson
product moment correlation coefficient. Cell, column and
row totals for each recorder were paired successively with
the other two recorders. The following results were obtain-
ed :
— Cell Total Range
— Row Total Range
— Column Total Range
.88 to .93
.82 to .96
.91 to .96
SvuTunary
of
the
Categories
of
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APPENDIX B
TEACHER RANKING TASKS
APPENDIX B
Teacher Ranking Scales
The Teacher Ranking Scales are instruments designed
to measure teacher perceptions of:
1. Student skill performance
2. Student in-class personality
3. Student class participation
Teachers were asked to rank students using a specified
set of procedures (see attached copies) . Final rankings
then were divided into high, medium and low groups. These
groups were then employed in the analysis of the data on
individualized teacher behavior. All teachers were re-
quested to perform the ranking tasks twice.
The purpose of the rank/re-rank procedure was to
identify those students (called "target students") who were
consistently ranked at the same level. Data collected
during a pilot study of this instrument revealed that not
all teachers could maintain high levels of reliability when
ranking all students. Examination of the data did sug-
gest, however, that all teachers do consistently identify
certain students as being high, average or low on the
scales. By choosing only those students who were
consis-
tently ranked, a more reliable measure of the
teacher s
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perception was obtained for further analysis.
This particular process of "targeting" students has
been employed successfully in previous teacher effective-
ness studies (Brophy and Evertson, 1976) . The process
demands consistency over time as a criterion for identifi-
cation of subjects from an original sample population.
Targeting permits investigators to focus on students who are
perceived consistently by their teachers on two or more
rankings. This, in turn, greatly increases the likelihood
that teachers* perceptions of the subjects selected are
accurate (Brophy, Evertson, Anderson, Baum and Crawford,
1976) .
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ADMINISTRATION OF SCALES:
The Teacher Ranking Scales were administered follow-
ing the completion of all in-class observations. The
following procedures were used:
1. The subjects were seated and had table space on
which to spread the ranking cards. The environ-
ment was controlled to prevent interruptions or
distractions due to noise.
2. Only one ranking task was administered at each
session.
3. The subject was given a copy of the general
ranking instructions. After the subject had
completed reading the instructions, an opportunity
was provided for questions and clarifications.
4. The subject was given a class roster, cards with
the student names written on them and a copy of
the specific instructions for the ranking task.
The subject was then instructed to read the
instruction sheet first, allowing time after
reading to ask questions. The subjects were not
provided with definitive information concerning^
the variables, but rather encouraged to use their
own interpretation of the variable.
5. The subject was then requested to rank one class.
After the completion of the ranking, the subject
was asked to review the final order of cards.
Next, the subject ranked the second class, followed
by a review of the final card order.
CODING :
Immediately following the completion of the ranking
task, the investigator transferred the teacher
rankings onto
a code sheet. This was done in order to protect
teacher and
student anonymity. A separate coding sheet was
used for
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each class, a code number assigned to each class, to each
teacher and to each student. An example would be: Bob
Smith's Volleyball class: 1 for Bob Smith and 04 for
volleyball, resulting in a code of 104. Each student in
the class also received a code number. An example of this
would be: Bill Anderson, 08, the total code for Bill
Anderson, if he were in Bob Smith's volleyball class would
be 10408.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RANKING STUDENTS
For this ranking task, think of the whole class and
rank all of your students using the procedures provided.
Do not worry about making fine discriminations between
students, but work through the task fairly rapidly. Your
first impressions are the ones we are concerned with.
You will be given a deck of 3x5 cards (each card having
a student's name printed on it), and an alphabetical list
of students in your class (the list is provided as a
reference) . If you so desire, feel free to spread the cards
out over the table before starting the ranking task.
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PERCEIVED STUDENT SKILL PERFORMANCE LEVEL
Use the following procedure to rank students accord-
ing to your judgment of their skill performance level .
1. Select the three students which you think have
the highest skill performance level and the three
students which you think have the lowest skill
performance level. Place these cards so that the
students with the highest skill performance level
are at the top of the deck and so that the students
with the lowest skill level are at the bottom of
the deck.
2. Select from the remaining cards, the next four
students which you think have the highest skill
performance level and the next four students
which you think have the lowest skill performance
level. Place these cards in the next highest
and lowest postitions in the deck.
3. Put all remaining cards in the middle section.
The final order of cards should have students which you
think have the highest skill performance level at the top,
progressing to the students which you think have the lowest
sj^iH psrformance level 3t the bottom of the deck. The
students within each of these sections will be considered as
having the same ranking; therefore, there is no need to spend
time making fine discriminations within each section.
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PERCEIVED STUDENT IN-CLASS PERSONALITY
Use the following procedures to rank students
according to your judgment of their in-class personality.
1. Select the three students which you think have
the most desirable in-class personalities, and
the three students which you think have the least
desirable in-class personalities. Place these
cards so that the sutdent with the most desirable
in-class personalities are at the top of the deck
and so that the students with the least desirable
in-class personalities are at the bottom of the
deck
.
2. Select from the remaining cards, the next four
students which you think have the most desirable
in-class personalities and the next four students
which you think have the least desirable in-class
personalities. Place these cards in the next
highest and lowest positions in the deck.
3. Put all remaining cards in the middle section of
the deck.
The final order of cards should have students which
you think have the most desirable in-class personalities at
the top, progressing to students which you think have the
least desirable in-class personalities at the bottom of the
deck. The students within each of these sections will be
considered as having the same ranking; therefore, there is
need to spend time making fine discriminations within each
no
section
.
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PERCEIVED STUDENT LEVEL OF PARTICIPATION
Use the following procedures to rank students according
to your judgment of their participation.
1. Select the three students which you think have the
highest level of participation and the three
students you think have the lowest level of
participation. Place these cards so that the
students you think have the highest level of
participation are at the top of the deck and the
students you think have the lowest level of
participation are at the bottom of the deck.
2. Select, from the remaining cards, the next four
students which you think have the highest level
of participation and the next four students you
think have the lowest level of participation.
Place these cards in the next highest and lowest
positions in the deck.
3. Place all remaining cards in the middle section
of the deck.
The final order of cards should have students which
you think have the highest level of participation at the
top, progressing to students which you think have the lowest
level of participation at the bottom of the deck. Students
within each of these sections will be considered as having
the same ranking; therefore, there is no need to spend time
making fine discriminations within each section.
APPENDIX C
CORRESPONDENCE WITH SCHOOL
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April 14, 1978
Doctoral candidates in the Physical Education/Teacher
Education Program at the University of Massachusetts are
conducting a study on teacher behaviors directed toward
individual students in physical education classes.
The study is being conducted to investigate the
degree to which selected junior high school physical educa-
tion teachers behave differently toward students based on
the following student variables: sex, skill level per-
formance and personality.
The purposes of this letter are to provide you with
information concerning the study, and to request an op-
portunity to meet with you to discuss the possibility of
conducting the study at Junior High
School
.
Junior High School would be an
ideal setting in which to conduct the investigation for the
following reasons: the proximity of the school to U. Mass,
the number of male and female physical education teachers,
the number of class meetings per week, the established lines
of communication between the junior high teachers and chief
investigators of the study.
Please see the attached documents for further informa-
tion concerning the investigation. We will call you early
in the week of April 17th concerning the possibility of a
meeting to discuss the proposed research.
Sincerely,
Ray Allard
Fred M. Oien
Ill
April 20, 1979
In our previous conversation on Wednesday, April 19,
1978, we briefly discussed the need to provide only certain
information to the physical education staff. The concern is
not to provide the teachers with information concerning the
nature of the observations (behaviors directed to individual
students) or the nature of the ranking tasks. If given this
information, teacher behaviors may be affected, altering the
natural behavior patterns being sought for the purposes of
the study.
We prefer that the teachers be informed that teacher
and student behaviors are being recorded. Additional informa-
tion would alter the results of the study.
Your cooperation on this matter will be greatly appre-
ciated. If you have further questions, we will be most happy
to visit with you about them.
Sincerely,
Ray Allard
Fred Oien
RA:um
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PROPOSED OVERVIEW
OBJECTIVES OF PROPOSED RESEARCH :
The Individualized Teacher Behavior Study is an
exploratory case study designed to establish to what degree
teachers react differently to students based on the follow-
ing variables:
a) Sex of student
b) Teacher's perception
personality
of student '
s
in-class
c) Teacher's perception
performance
of student ' level of skill
d) Teacher's perception
participation
of student '
s
level of class
POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANCE OF PROJECT ;
1. Provide teachers with objective data concerning
behaviors they direct toward individual students.
2 . The data collected may serve as a potential base
from which individual teachers may choose to
develop or improve their instructional practices.
INVESTIGATORS' COMMITMENT TO PARTICIPANTS, STUDENTS AND
SCHOOL DISTRICT;
The investigators recognize the service that volun-
teering teachers would be making on behalf of our research.
We also understand that the results could prove to be both
interesting and beneficial to the participating instructors.
Therefore, we would be more than pleased to offer, in
what-
format best meets the teachers' needs, an inserviceever
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program focusing on the pilot study. The program could take
the form of workshops designed to assist teachers in under-
standing the observational system, analysis of the data,
interpeting of results and the implications for instructional
procedures
.
The investigators are sensitive to the concerns shared
by administrators, parents, and teachers dealing with data
collected from classroom observations. In an attempt to deal
deal with these concerns the following steps will be taken:
1. Only teachers volunteering their services will be
observed
.
2. All data will be coded prior to leaving the junior
high to insure that both teacher and student
anonymity will be guaranteed.
3. All procedures would be designed to reduce intru-
sion into the educational process to an absolute
minimum. Student instructional time would be un-
affected by the research process and the non-class
time involvement of teachers would be limited to no
more than 2 hours. One requisite for successful
execution of the study is the complete unobtrusive
behavior of the investigator while at the school
site.
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RATIONALE
The individualized Teacher Behavior Study is an
explanatory, case study designed to establish to what
degree teachers of different sex react differently to
students based on perceived student characteristics.
Theoretical support for such a study is found in
educational research which has demonstrated that teachers
respond to and they interact differently with different
types of students. A review of the literature indicates
that variables such as sex, race, social class, physical
attractiveness and physical ability serve as stimuli for
differential teacher-student interactions.
Another important factor which has been established
in educational research relates to teachers' desires and
abilities to alter their behavior when provided with feed-
back. information they considered important. Since teachers
sometimes are unaware of the entire range of their influen-
tial behaviors in the classroom, especially the qualitative
aspects of their interactions with students, this study has
the potential to contribute to the improvement of instruc-
tional practice.
The study is concerned with two sets of data: teacher
perceptions of selected student characteristics and actual
class observations concerning teacher behavior. To obtain
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the first set of data teachers will be requested to rank
each student on certain variables such as skill level
performance and class participation.
For the class observation, a team of investigators
will gather information from selected physical education
classes for approximately one or two weeks. Classes will
be selected from the existing schedule with the cooperation
of teachers to be observed. All teachers volunteering for
the study will be requested to wear a small portable, wire-
less microphone which will be received on a small FM re-
ceiver, permitting the observers to hear the teacher at all
times. Students will be requested to wear a precoded uni-
form, to be supplied, for identification purpose.
The data will be collected by observers trained in the
use of the Individualized Teacher Behavior Analysis System
(ITBAS) . The system is designed to record teacher behavior
directed toward individual students or sub-groups of
students in class population, and is capable of recording
both verbal and non-verbal teacher behavior directed toward
individual students.
The investigators are sensitive to the concerns shared
by administrators, parents, and teachers dealing with data
collected from classroom observations. In an attempt to
deal with these concerns the following steps will be taken:
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1. Only teachers volunteering their services will be
observed.
2. All data will be coded prior to leaving the junior
high to insure that both teacher and student
anonymity will be guaranteed.
3. All procedures would be designed to reduce
intrusion into the educational process to an
absolute minimum. Student instructional time
would be unaffected by the research process and
the non-class time involvement of teachers would
be limited to no more than 2 hours. One
requisite for successful execution of the study
is the complete unobtrusive behavior of the
investigator while at the school site.
The investigators recognize the service that volunteer-
ing teachers would be making on behalf of our research.
We also understand that the results could prove to be both
interesting and beneficial to the participating instructors.
Therefore, we would be more than pleased to offer, in what-
ever format best meets the teacher's needs, an inservice
program focusing on the pilot study. The program could take
the form of workshops designed to assist teachers in under-
standing the observational system, analysis of the data, in-
•j- 0 j-pj^0-^ing of results and the implications for instructional
procedures
.
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October 18, 1978
During the last three weeks in May of this year, a
research project was conducted with the physical education
teachers at your Junior High School. The purpose of the
project was to investigate teacher behavior directed toward
individual students, in physical education classes. Five
teachers voluntarily participated in the project.
The investigators are greatly indebted to these
teachers for their contribution to the project. In addition
to serving as subjects for the investigation, the teachers
were very cooperative in all aspects of conducting the in-
vestigation: such, selecting appropriate classes to observe,
arranging the observation schedule, wearing the necessary
equipment, encouraging student cooperation and providing
valuable and insightful comments concerning the results ob-
tained. The efforts of the teachers greatly contributed to
the success of the investigation.
We would like to take this opportunity to express our
appreciation to the school district, and particularly to the
teachers involved. The fine professional colleagueship we
found at the Junior High is a model of the positive relation-
ship which can exist between university and public school
communities. We hope that other graduate students from the
Physical Education/Teacher Education (PETE) program will have
the good fortune to work with professional staff in the school
district. The present study might well mark the opening of a
mutual beneficial relationship between the schools and this
new university program.
Sincerely
,
Ray Allard
Fred M. Oien
Doctoral Candidates
APPENDIX D
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